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The Committee on the Elimination of all forms ofdra Discrimination (CERD) commenced
from 2 August through 27 August 2010. On the seatad (3 August) the CERD held its first
formal meeting with NGOs to discuss how to streagtthe role of civil society. Reports of the
following State Parties were considered by the Cdtam at this session: Australia, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Denmark, El Salvador, Estonia, Frah@m, Morocco, Republic of Slovenia,
Romania, and Uzbekistan. This report summarize§ #iesession of CERD in accordance with
the state considered (in alphabetical order) fogusin the central themes discussed. References
to Committee’s concluding observations are alsoanalen possible (where observations were
available in English at the time of writing). Reda terms are also highlighted in bold letters.



Australia

CERD considered the combined fifteenth through seenth periodic reports of Australia on 10

and 11 August 2010. Peter Woolcott, the Permaneprd®entative of Australia to the United

Nations Office at Geneva, led the state delegadioth was supported by representatives from
various state departments as well as other menddeifse Permanent Mission of Australia to

UNOG. Mr. Woolcott’s oral report on the implemeinatof the Convention in Australia focused

to a large extent on the situation iofligenous peoplesHe highlighted the States National

Apology to Australia’s Indigenous peoples, and aikpd the Governments “closing the gap”
strategy for the improvement of the situation afigenous people in various fields. The Country
Rapporteur for Australia asked very specific question various topics, based on the periodic
report and information provided by NGOs.

Central Themes

One of the main issues discussed by the Commitésetiae situation of\boriginal and Torres
Strait Islander peoples The Country Rapporteur welcomed the National Agglto the stolen
generation as well as the establishment of theoNatiCongress of Australia’s First Peoples, but
wondered whether indigenous people were reallyuded in the Congress’s work. He criticized
the negative consequences of the Northern Terriamgrgency Response for Aborigines and
Torres Strait Islanders. The Country Rapporteurarather member referred to the report of the
Special Rapporteur for Indigenous Peoples thalatied a lack of consultation with indigenous
people. Several committee members stressed prohlegasding the return of land titles, of
particular concern was that the burden of presgmimof rests on the indigenous people. Two
members expressed the view that the proceduresbfaiming reparations were too complicated
and asked whether they could be more easily arcafgenember highlighted the importance of
preservingindigenous languagesfor the people’s dignity and inquired whether getious
languages were taught in Australian schools. Tagettith another member, education was
found to be a suitable start for integration anglytlvanted to know the extent to which human
rights would serve as a topic in the new nationaticulum that is being prepared. The same
member also asked whether indigenous people wetieipating in the drafting process of the
new curriculum.

The initial questions of Committee members wertotabd by an intervention dhe Australian
Human Rights Commission whose representative declared that the Northerrritdgr
Emergency Response (NTER) lacked prior consent bgrigines. He welcomed Australia’s
Native Title Act but described its claims process cmplex, highly adversarial, costly and
inefficient. He was also concerned about the pyvagien of indigenous languages and stated that
without intervention their usage would cease ind80 years.

Regarding theNorthern Territory Emergency Response the delegation stressed the positive
consequences such as the increase of police peesanareas affected by violence, the
improvements in infrastructure, and access to hezlte and nutrition provided for in schools.
Changes had been made to thsic card, with which Indigenous people are able to buyaiert
basic products in specific stores, so that its atjreg system is more flexible to their needs. The
National Congress of Australia’s First Peoplesuld be comprised only of people of indigenous
origin and it would advocate for indigenous peopleights. The delegation explained that
Australia had not yet ratified ILO convention 16@edo the complex ratification process, and it
had to first ensure that all domestic laws weradoordance with the convention before it could
ratify.



The Committee inquired about the situatiorreffigees and asylum seekerssking if they were
treated differently when arriving by boat as oppbs$e by plane. CERD also asked whether
Christmas Island, where Asylum seekers are detaiinélé their claims are being processed, was
part of Australian territory and requested inforimatabout the situation of children on Christmas
Island. The state delegation answered that Christetand was categorized as an excise offshore
place belonging to Australian territory where Amffin law was applicable. Non-citizens
entering Australia without a valid visa were ndbaled to apply for a visa unless the Minister of
Immigration and Citizenship permitted them to dolsaoted that immigration detention was for
short terms only and that children were not plaicetinmigration Detention Centres, but other
accommodation facilities within the immigration eetion framework was arranged.

Other topics addressed were: the implementatiagheoConvention; several Committee members
criticized Australia’s reluctance to withdraw itsservation to Article 4 of ICERD and to ratify
ILO convention 169. Concerns were raised regarttiiegsituation of and discrimination against
international students, the conduct of Australiampanies overseas, the stigmatization of groups
of the population due to anti-terrorism measurabthe state’s definition of multiculturalism.

Concluding Observations

In its concluding observations on Australia, thenotuttee recommendedtHat the State party
provide the National Congress of Australia’s FilBeoples with the adequate resources to
become fully operational by January 2011 and supjisr developmerit! Furthermore, the
Committee expressedts concern that the package of legislation under Northern Territory
Emergency Response (NTER) continues to discrimoratbe basis of race as well as the use of
so called “special measures” by the State pdftyn this regard, it encouragethé State party to
strengthen its efforts to implement the NTER ReBeard recommendations, namely that it
continue to address the unacceptably high levalis@dvantage and social dislocation being
experienced by Aboriginal Australians living in rei® communities throughout the Northern
Territory; that it reset the relationship with Aliginal people based on genuine consultation,
engagement and partnership; and that Governmendretaffecting the Aboriginal communities
respect Australia's human rights obligations andfoom with the Racial Discrimination Att.

The committee regrettedhe persisting high standards of proof required fecognition of the
relationship between Indigenous peoples and thmaditional lands, and the fact that in spite of
large investment of time and resources by Indigenpeoples, many are unable to obtain
recognition of their relationship to land (art. 5%)Furthermore, the state party was recommended
to enhance adequate mechanisms for effective datisal with Indigenous peoples around all
policies affecting their lives and resouréeShe Committee encouragedh& State party to
allocate adequate resources for the new nationgregch to preserve Indigenous languat®s.
Also on indigenous languages, it recommend#tht” the State party, in consultation with
Indigenous communities, hold a national inquiryoirthe issue of bilingual education for
Indigenous peopl€s.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina

CERD reviewed the combined seventh and eighth gieri@ports of Bosnia and Herzegovina on
18 and 19 August 2010. Mrs. Saliha Djuderija, Assis Minister of the Ministry of Human
Rights and Refugees of Bosnia and Herzegovina, dikdbe delegation and updated the
Committee on measures that had been taken to atadiiscrimination in the country. The
Committee inquired why there were no representativem the Republic of Srpska, which,
according to the delegation, was attributed to ktidgnstraints.

Central Themes

The Committee addressed the ‘post conflict erat Basnia and Herzegovina has remained in
since the war and wanted to know how the countayped to move forward, particularly with
regards to itpolitical system A CERD member expressed his concern regardingdhatries
tri-president system, with each member represerttiagsole interest of its respective group, and
the constitution that hatiscriminatory measuresenshrined in its articles. Another member also
stated that the tri-party system in Bosnia and elgozina may have been necessary at one point,
but had become outdated. The same member furtifernmied the delegation that legal
distinctions that favor certain ethnic groups aoé compatible with ICERD and hoped that the
constitution would be amended to bring it morenielivith the Convention.

The delegation responded that an action plan had bdopted to establish a political consensus
in order to begin the process of constitutionabmef However, the required consensus to allow
parliament to adopt a plan on constitutional charigal not been met due to time constraints.

The issue of greatest concern throughout the digloparticularly with the backdrop of a post
conflict setting, was the situation of tHRoma, with many CERD members asking and
commenting on this issue. One member called the &Rtira ‘silent victims’ of the war and
pointed out that they often hid their identity tmal discrimination, and as a result of this he was
skeptical that a Census planned for 2011 to deteritie number of Roma living in the country
would be effective. The issue Rioma women who had been severely affected by the war, was
also raised. Other areas of concern expressedthegiarantee akgistration of births, access

to education and theaight to return for Roma people.

Bosnia and Herzegovina responded to the situatidgheoRoma by acknowledging that it was a
European issue, but they reassured the Commitigestime progress had been made to improve
the situation. The delegation did note that duthéoeconomic crisis there were fewer resources
to allocate to the Roma and said they needed hap fihternational Organizations and NGOs.

Another vulnerable group addressed by the Commitiegwvomen in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
The Country Rapporteur attributed his concern fomen in the country to the widespread use of
rape as a weapon during the war, which had resultedpe being recognized for the first time as
a war crime, however not by the country. Anothember raised the issue of trauma suffered in
the country and did not feel it was being propetidressed. His concern did not just address
women who had been victims of sexual violence,dls® women who had lost their husbands
and children. Another member raised the issue efitbuble discrimination that women face as a
result of their gender and being victims of sexialence. Noting that there were safe houses for
victims of sexual violence, the same member poimteidthat they were closing and wanted to
know the reasons behind this and what was being.don



The delegation informed the Committee that victimhsape no longer lived in safe houses, but
were living in homes or were in reintegration pegmes. The delegation continued by
explaining that safe houses were for victims of dstic violence and confirmed that they were
closing. The delegation explained that donors hauléd them and as a consequence of the
economic crisis funding was no longer availabld,that the government was considering adding
funding for safe houses to its budget. In termsaafma, it was now acknowledged that it had had
grave consequences throughout society, particufadywomen who were victims of sexual
violence. However, the Government had never officiecognized rape as a weapon of war, so
victims were not provided with access to treatnaamt rehabilitation, but it was now at the top of
the Governments priority list.

Other issues raised in the dialogue included tlevglence of hate speech amongst political
leaders, internally and externally displaced pedple office of the ombudsman, and the status of
children in mixed marriages.

Concluding Observations

In its concluding observations the Committee recemded that Bosnia and Herzegovina
“proceed with amending the relevant provisions ef $ttate, and Entities Constitutions and the
Election Laws.® In terms of the Roma people CERD had an extensisemnmendation that the
State ‘tontinue to endeavor to combat prejudices agaireh®&® and to ensure that all Roma
have access to personal documents that are negefsathem to enjoy their civil and political
rights, as well as their economic social and cudtuights. The Committee recommends also that
the State party fully implements its various Rormatesgies and action plans in line with the
declaration and program of work of the Decade ofrRolnclusion 2005-2015, with action
mainly devoted to ensure adequate housing, healtie, cemployment, social security and
education for Roma peop!d Surprisingly there were no recommendations reggrdiomen or
dealing with trauma, but there was an overarchirgmie of promoting tolerance, in terms of
which the Committee reiteratedts’' recommendation to the State party to contimstefing
inter-cultural dialogue, tolerance and understarglirpaying due attention to the culture and
history of different ethnic groups within Bosniaddrerzegoving™°

8 UN doc CERD/BIH/CO/7-8. para. 7.
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Denmark

The Committee considered the eighteenth and ninttteombined periodic report of Denmark
on 17 and 18 August 2010. Mr. Allan Jacobsen, Hegatle Human Rights Unit of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, led the delegation of represgines from various ministries, including the
Permanent Mission of Denmark to UNOG, and the QamehHome Rule Government. Mr.
Jacobsen underlined the state’s commitment to ensffective human rights protection and
referred to various measures to combat discrinonatn the grounds of racial or ethnic origin, in
particular focusing on hate speech and hate critmekis preliminary statement, the country
Rapporteur stressed that there were areas where wayk needed to be done to guarantee the
rights under the convention, such as hate speegbolificians, the integration of Roma and non-
citizens into society, and the situation of indiges people in Greenland.

Central themes

The Committee was greatly concerned by the incredgacially motivated offences, hate
crimes and hate speechby politicians in Denmark. They noted the huge aetpof such
statements on the public and reminded the delegttat the enjoyment of the freedom of speech
entailed certain responsibilities. A member stateat “democratically elected racists remained
racists after all,” and saw a danger in establgtanhierarchy of human rights in that the full
exercise of freedom of expression might frustratetaie of equality. While a CERD member
wondered about the high number of individual cormp¢éato CERD relating to that specific issue,
others suggested that this might be because ICE&Dnat incorporated properly in Danish law.
Ms. Auken, from the Danish Ministry of Justice, atiseed with the Committee members claim,
and stated that ICERD was well implemented in daimésw. Further she believed that the high
number of individual complaints was evidence thedpde in Denmark knew their rights under
ICERD and were encouraged to make use of them d&\ySthte party. She also clarified that
Denmark did not seek to hide behind freedom of esgipn as an excuse for not investigating
complaints of hate speech.

Several Committee members criticized the applicatibsection 266 b) of the Danish criminal
code in particular the wide powers the Director of RukProsecution (DPP) enjoyed in
admitting or rejecting complaints. Ms. Auken infaththe Committee that the DPP decided on
complaints according to an objective necessity ssssent and that guidelines were currently
being prepared for publication.

The situation of thdRoma in Denmark was also on the Committee’s agenda. Gtmmittee
criticized the failure of Denmark to recognize Bema as a national minority. They regretted the
absence of clear statistical data on the Roma, caxed member wondered how the state was
initiating measures when the statistical data watsanailable. Some Committee members were
troubled by the differentiation between Roma hawangved in Denmark before 1990, and those
arriving after, and wanted to know why the delemattonsidered the former group to be better
integrated into society. A member asked whethestate had promoted assimilation rather than
integration with respect to the first group. Thdedation explained that no registration of
ethnicity was undertaken in the Danish system hait tole model initiatives had been launched
in cities where a lot of Roma lived.

The discussion oindigenous peoplewas focused on the situation in Greenland. Theidban
Supreme Court Decision denying the Thule Tribedtadus of a separate indigenous people in
accordance with ILO Convention 169 was subject riticsm by Committee members. The



Committee expressed its astonishment regarding dbission, considering that Denmark’s
approach concerning indigenous tribes was a lotenfavorable than in any other part of the
world. It further inquired how Denmark promoted ttevelopment of a national identity in
Greenland and wanted to know the percentage of Inuihe government of Greenland. Ms.
Thomsen from the Greenland Home Rule Governmerdrriméd the committee that this
percentage was currently 100 %. She elaborateeopromotion of Inuit languages and stressed
the fact that Greenland had the right to seceda deaisions of a national referendum although
no such initiative had been launched.

A number of questions were raised on the situatibmvomen from minority groups. The
Committee commended the State on having a womerogment rate of 83%, but wanted to
know if they worked in all fields of employment.filirther asked how the Government ensured
that victims of domestic violence were particulghptected, especially regarding the issuance of
residence permits. Jonas Christoffersen of the dbalmistitute for Human Rights stated that there
were still many women forced to stay in abusivatiehships in order to remain in Denmark. He
clarified that although the number of cases wheoenen were awarded protection by the state
had risen, this could signify an increase in thedhir protection. Therefore, it was necessary to
know the number of cases in which the State rejeatfering protection.

A Committee member expressed concerns regarditigetioghts of non-citizens and asylum-
seekers he questioned the New Points Plan that was inted under the Aliens Act. According
to this plan applicants had to obtain 100 pointbdéogranted a permanent residence permit, he
inquired whether it was favorable for rich peopleiopoor and contested the comprehensibility
of various requirements. The delegation justified Plan by stating that well-educated persons
were not favored by it, but that points could bangd by way of various activities, like working

in Denmark for a specific period of time. The peisystem was also declared to be applicable to
refugees applying for a permanent residence pehuitjn cases where a visa was not granted,
refugees were not forced to leave the country.

Concluding Observations

In its concluding observations the committee recemded that Denmarkithit the powers of the
Director of Public Prosecutions by establishingiadependent and multicultural oversight body
to assess and overgéehis decisions. It further requested the statestabdish the tumerical
and legal status of the Roma peopkaid “to afford them full protection from discrimination
racial profiling, hate crimes, and facilitate theiiccess to public facilities? Regarding the new
100 points plan, the State was urged to ensurettthiat “not exclude people solely on the basis of
poverty, dependence on State resources, leveluohé&dn, failure to penetrate the labour market
and passing the Danish language tEStCERD further expressed its disappointment by the
Supreme Court decision finding that the Thule Trisas not a distinct indigenous people
notwithstanding their own perception as stith.

1 CERD/C/DNK/C0O/18-19, para. 9.
2 |pid., para. 10.
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El Salvador

The CERD considered the combined fourteenth atekfith periodic reports of El Salvador on 3
and 4 August. Mr. Alfonso Avelar, Director of theepartment of Indigenous Peoples of the
Social Inclusion Secretariat of El Salvador, led Salvadoran delegation. He was supported by
representatives from the Ministry of Education, thieistry of Foreign Affairs, the office of the
Secretary for Social Inclusion, and the Permaneissign of El Salvador to UNOG. Mr. Avelar
declared that the presence of this delegation rdaakerning point in the Salvadoran cooperation
with the Committee. He admitted that the implemgotaof ICERD had not always been
properly approached by past administrations, lnetssed that this policy had ceased under the
current President. Mr. Avelar told the Committeattthe was of Indigenous origin, and
condemned what had been done to Indigenous peloaghout the last century. He stressed
that the Government was seeking ways to remedyittetions of indigenous peoples rights. The
Country Rapporteur for the Salvadoran review wekedrthe unexpected change in the State's
attitude towards the Committee’s work and declatet they were committed to assisting El
Salvador with its new policies.

Central Themes

The situation ofndigenous peoplen El Salvador was the most pressing issue duhiageview.
The Country Rapporteur was pleased by what he diéorige the first steps in the right direction
regarding indigenous people, which included thatdisthment of the first National Indigenous
Congress and indigenous administrations, and mesgaken to protect the Nahuat language.
However, the Rapporteur urged the State to provigleble information concerning its
demographic composition with regard to its indigenous population. In thisspect, the
Rapporteur highlighted the discrepancy in the estid® of indigenous people living in El
Salvador, which were said to vary from 0,23 % updl@%, a point that was also stressed by
several other Committee members.

Another topic members were particularly concerreauawas thdack of landholding rights of
indigenous people. The Committee inquired aboutsthtus of several indigenous communities’
landholding cases currently under consideratiorShivadorian courts. It also asked about the
reasons behind the land redistribution law onlynbeapplicable to certain areas. Several
committee members inquired about the brodetgal framework for the protection of indigenous
people and in particular the state’s political vl ratify ILO convention 169 on Indigenous
People. One member inquired whether there wasratigtive to include the rights of Indigenous
people into the Constitution, while another membanted to know whether indigenous people
reclaiming their former names had to pay admirntistafees. The Committee further referred to
theliving conditions of indigenous people and asked whether IndigeRaaple were living in
rural or urban areas and if they were still follogitraditional means of production. They also
wanted to be provided with information on Indiges@hildren’saccess to education

In response to the questions on indigenous popualathe delegation provided the Committee
with the historical background of the landholdingusture in El Salvador, but failed to provide
“up-to-date” information. The delegation was mosgfrezable on the issue of demographic
composition and Mr. Avelar said he agreed that dewa was needed and reported that a new
census was planned for 2012 with financial supfporh the UN Population Fund. Mr. Rodriguez
of the Salvadoran Foreign Ministry declared that3alvador was determined to ratify ILO
Convention and that the necessary consultationsreasgures were being taken.



Further questions raised by Committee members coedehe existence and rightspEfople of
African descentin El Salvador. Members were particularly interdste whether this group also
held landholding rights, how access to health dm @¢ducation system was provided, and
whether there had been any mixing of these peoitietiae indigenous population in El Salvador.
The delegation clarified that El Salvador was reiogj refugees of African descent mainly from
Honduras and that there was no discrimination éir iccessing education and healthcare.

Several questions were raised relating to dbenestic implementation of the Convention
Members criticized that the prohibition of hate exgie in the Criminal Code only applied to
certain workplaces and employees, stressing theeptiwe character of the prohibition of
incitement to racial hatred by organizations under. 4(b) ICERD and the importance of
incorporating such a provision in the criminal coflee CERD also expressed doubts concerning
the delegation’s claim of the non-existence of sdiscrimination. The delegation remarked that
it was very difficult to change the legislationrast only the current Legislative Assembly had to
adopt the changes, but they had to be acceptetiebfolowing Legislative Assembly as well.
While there were some initiatives launched by theent government it was a time-consuming
process due to the political instability of theioeg

Members were also concerned about the situatiorowfcitizens and refugeesThe Committee
inquired why preference was given to people fromntz¢ American countries in obtaining the
Salvadoran citizenship and wanted more informatibout the requirements and procedure in
granting refugee status. The delegation replied thare had to exist an imminent fear of
persecution and that criminals were not able taiobtefugee status. Until the decision on their
status was made, asylum seekers received a tengpanas and were entitled with certain rights.
The delegation denied that a selective practice@ming applications for citizenship was still
existent.

Concluding Observations

In its concluding observations, the Committee cahgdated the state for the various positive
developments that had been achieved since thedaistiw,” but also expressed concern over
other area$® The Committee requestethé State party to include disaggregated statistizshe
composition of the population and data on the certsube taken in 2012 in its next periodic
report’*” and to amend domestic legislation in various §dlu order for it to comply with the
Convention'® Regarding indigenous people, the Committee intier commendedthat the
State party step up its efforts to improve the ywngnt by indigenous peoples of economic, social
and cultural rights, including access to safe dimkwater and guarantee their rights to land
and resources traditionally owned and ugéd.
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Estonia

On 19 and 20 August 2010, the CERD considereddh®ined eighth and ninth periodic reports
of Estonia. The State report was presented by MmneAly Reimaa, Undersecretary on
International Relations and Cultural Diversity he tEstonian Ministry of Culture. In her oral
report she highlighted the achievements made bytheernment in addressing the high number
of persons with undetermined citizenship and dkithat there was no discrimination against
people in this process, however a basic knowledgi@edEstonian language was a prerequisite for
being granted citizenship. Ms. Reimaa stated thatet was no discrimination against different
ethnic groups under the Constitution and that cégmgavere regularly being put in place to raise
awareness for the rights outlined under the Comwermong the population.

The Country Rapporteur underlined Estonia’s difficatruggle for independence and its
consequences on Estonia’s legal regime, partigulgith regard to citizenship. Many problems
referred to by members, concerned the situaticheRussian-speaking minority in Estonia. The
response by the delegation revealed that Estonia st struggling with its ambiguous
relationship with the Russian-speaking minority #md caused a certain inactivity of the state in
dealing with their problems effectively.

Central Themes

Committee members were highly concerned about #gel number ofpeople with
undetermined citizenshipliving in Estonia. They regretted that the ratenafuralization had
dropped and that this process was humiliating ier individuals concerned. According to the
delegation, Estonia had been taking measures tmgieothe naturalization of people with
undetermined citizenship, however the number opfeewas so large because they did not have
any incentives to apply for naturalization, as theye able to work and travel without this status.
A member entertained some doubt concerning thégation.

On racially motivated crimes and offences a CERD member applauded the innovative
conciliation procedure established by the stateclawified that traditional civil and criminal law
complaint procedures still had to be available.eDtmembers wanted to know what was being
done to combat violence and harassment caused d\NB2s and skinheads, against members of
minority groups The Committee also brought up addressed the ifshate speechspecifically
referring to holocaust denial publications circaththroughout Estonia, noting that there was no
prohibition of incitement to racial hatred by orgaations. The delegation responded by saying
that it was difficult to prohibit such publicationkie to freedom of expression, but assured the
committee that there was not a vast circulatiorswwth books and that intensified preventive
measures were being taken against skinheads.

The Country Rapporteur began the discussioatbnic minorities by criticizing what he viewed

as a very narrow concept of national minoritiesoading to which they had to be Estonian
citizens and have long-term ties with the coun&gother member inquired whether the state
allowed for political parties to be based on etipniffirming this question, the state delegation
reported the existence of a Russian party butsttessed that there were Russian members in all
of the ordinary parties.

Further questions focused on the situation of Riussian-speaking minority Members were
concerned about the overrepresentation of Rusgieaksg individuals in the prison population
and in unemployment rates. Information was requeat®out measures to enhance cooperation



with Estonia’s largest minority. The delegation fianed that unemployment was a problem in
the northeast of Estonia where there was a largsiBu speaking minority, but refrained from
informing the Committee on measures adopted togeh#mis situation.

The Committee also addressed the issub@Romaand stressed that it was quite difficult to get
a good impression of their situation in Estonia dvse necessary data was lackiddne
Committee asked whether the State was ready togieoRoma integration on the European level,
as it held a unilateral solution to the problem asgible to achieve. The delegation found it
difficult to answer questions on ethnic composititue to a certain “allergy” of the state to record
ethnic data in general. However, the number of Rpawple living in Estonia was assumed to be
between 500 and 700 people, living mainly in rusmtas. The delegation reassured the
Committee over the situation, by informing themttimethese areas, special schools provided for
housing and nutrition specifically for Roma pupils.

The Committee also commented on State measures takgromote th&stonian language It
referred to the Language Inspectorate making unavoea visits to public and private employers
to assess the knowledge of Estonian by employeemgBtroubled by the fact that the
Inspectorate could issue fines and recommend graisal of employees, a member wondered
whether this approach fostered the affection oflanguage, and asked why the Inspectorate also
undertook visits in the private sector. The deliegatieclared that it was not the state’s intention
to limit the use of other languages and that lagguaquirements in the private sector were only
valid when there was a special public interest.

Further questions were raised on Muslim immigratnoblems with transit migration, arttle
work of the“Chancellor of Justice,” an Estonian human rigstitution close to meeting the
Paris Principles.

Concluding Observations

Regarding persons with undetermined citizenship,Gommittee in its concluding observations
called ‘on the State party to examine further the reasoelsirid the reluctance of potential
applicants to engage in the naturalization procesth a view to improving the situatidf’ The
committee further requested Estonia to reinforite &fforts to ensure greater participation by
members of minorities in public life, including Parliament’ %" Regretting the paucity of
information regarding the situation of Roma ... ie tBtate party, CERD encouragedthe State
party to participate in initiatives aiming at finj national and regional solutions to the
widespread exclusion of the Roma populatiGrzurthermore, the Committee consideréke*
overemphasis on language in the Integration Stmatagd the punitive elements therein as
unnecessary in view of the growing number of peysming the Estonian languatyé.

20 UN doc. CERD/C/EST/CO/8-9, para. 15.
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FRANCE

On 11 and 12 August CERD considered the combinednseenth through nineteenth periodic
reports of France. Committee members were skepdicalit France’s political will to combat
racial discrimination, despite being repeatedlyuess by the delegation that there was indeed a
“true political will” in France to improve the s#ition and that they were being proactive. Jacques
Pellet, the Permanent Representative of FranchetdJnited Nations in Geneva, delivered the
opening presentation that was substantially relianiegal and technical facts, but failed to get to
the root of the problem. The Country Rapporteur gaisk to comment on this, stating that the
“issues were more than technical...they affectedhteats and minds of people and their vision
for the future.” The Rapporteur was careful to paint that France was not alone in facing these
challenges, but that people looked to the Statée@d and have a vision not just based on
technical measures.

Central Themes

The Committee was particularly concerned with thpasent rise of racism and xenophobia. It
noted that foreigners were often used as scapego&tsnce, perpetuating the recurrent stigma
of immigrants as the source of the country’s protde The CERD inquired most intensely about
the situation offravelers and Roma, which seemed to be worsening in light of thengsiension

in the country. There was confusion in how Franeknés the two groups. The Committee asked
how Travelers and Roma called themselves tryinganfy the ethnic background of the peoples.

France made the distinction of these peoples, agelars being mainly French, while Roma were
people typically from Romania, Bulgaria or Hungaymember was unsettled by this distinction

and questioned its accuracy.

Throughout the dialogue the picture that was pédiofel ravelers revealed that they were a kind
of second-class citizens, who were subject to wiffe laws than other French citizens. The
Committee pointed out théiteedom of movementis guaranteed in France, however Travelers
were required to carry around a freedom of moveroard so that they could move around freely
in the country. It further stated that having ttésd, which has to be stamped every three months,
was embarrassing and believed people who were rimotnals should not have to “clock in.”
Members continued by saying it would be easierive gveryone identity cards and thus avoid
potential humiliation. Some Committee members wamb®re information on theoting rights

of Travelers, drawing attention to the fact that French citzeould vote in a municipality after
having lived there for only six months, while Tréanrs had to live somewhere for three years.
The Committee was also interested in Travelerssscte education, health, and housing, and
guestioned if France had considered ways to mioraadic lifestyle with a settled lifestyle.

The Committee was equally concerned with the sdnatf theRoma. A member said, “isolated
cases of crime led to reactions at the politicaklewhich stigmatized entire communities and
generalized prejudices.” In terms of Franagsninal code and law, another member was
curious how France could justify extraditing thenRofrom a country in the European Union
when they were EU citizens and asked what riglesRbma, as EU citizens, have in France. The
Committee commented that Frances position on theaReeemed to have hardened and pointed
out that sending them back to Romania wouldn'tealny of Frances problems.

France gave a lengthy response to the Committegsries into the situation of the Roma and
Travelers, however, much like the opening presemiathe answers were not substantive. The
delegation gave legal and technical response@mgedf laws that were being considered or in



place, and commissions and studies set up to aslsessituation, but did not address the
Committees real concerns. The Committee continaedduire about the problems of these two
peoples, but the delegation either repeated ansteas already given or avoided answering all
together.

Details ofethnic compositionalso posed a large problem in the dialogue. CERInbers were

a bit baffled that France did not have statistitzth on the ethnic composition of its citizens. The
delegation justified this by citing Article 1 oBiConstitution, which says that all people are Equa
before the law without distinction, therefore makian assessment of the ethnic make up of the
population unnecessary. To this the Committee thaigd had heard a similar argument from Iran.
France did say that there were measures in pladetermine if people are French by birth,
nationalized or foreign, but was unwavering in t@sition that such data was unnecessary
because under the Constitution all people werele@ERD members pointed out that without
knowing the ethnic composition of the populationvés difficult to measure discrimination and
take measures to improve the situation of vulnergbbups.

The status of Franceadigenous peoplesn overseas territorial collectivities was alsagiot.
Members were particularly interested in getting enamformation on the situation in New
Caledonia and Mayotte, noting that more informationoverseas territories was included in the
report, but nevertheless more focus needed to wendio these territories. CERD members
pointed out Frances unwillingness to recogmazieority and indigenous rights and noted a
discrepancy between not recognizing indigenousraimirity rights and the States handling of
land titles in New Caledonia, based on past rati@rimination against people. The Committee
inquired if this might allow for future legislatiato deal with indigenous rights. It cited another
contradiction in Frances position on indigenousitdgn that the country had voted in favor of the
UN Declaration on Indigenous Rights, but refuseddoept the term. Other members asked more
general questions, inquiring about the status @iplgein Mayotte, the level of enjoyment of
human rights, and access to education and heatits@as as opposed to the mainland. France
responded in much the same way it had previouskalying it did not need to recognize minority
and indigenous rights because everyone was eqadar uhe Constitution. France had voted in
favor of the UN Declaration because there was an@nsensus and France had no desire to
oppose it. This was taken a step further by satiagithe politics in France were not set in stone
and they had shown they were able to change angt.aflhis came across as a bit ironic
considering the nature of the dialogue and Frannesvering position on the issues addressed.

Other issues that were discussed in this sessotudied the National Plan to Combat Racism and
institutional reform, affirmative action measurésances security policy of revoking citizenship

of foreign offenders, functionality of the Inter-Mstry to combat racism, clarification of being
“French of foreign origin,” and racism in sports.

Concluding Observations

The Concluding Observations are currently only lawéé in Frenci?

24 Can be found at: http://www2.ohchr.org/englishiestterd/cerds77.htm




IRAN

CERD considered the combined eighteenth and nintitggeriodic reports of Iran on 4 and 5
August. Mr. Gholan Hossein Dehghani, the Generallfibernational Political Affairs at the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Iran, delivered thpresentation of the State report. In his
presentation he highlighted a number of provisittreg had been adopted since its last report to
combat discrimination and preserve the dignitytsfcitizens. CERD reassured Iran repeatedly
that they were not opponents but were there to vtogether. Iran displayed a willingness to
work with the Committee and gave lengthy respongesnembers inquiries, however the
responses were so lengthy that it raised the qurestiwhether this was strategically done for the
sake of using time, to hinder the Committee inditsies. The dialogue could have been more
fruitful, if CERD members would have had more titngaise issues and ask questions.

Central Themes

The Country Rapporteur commended Iran on submittirdetailed and informative report, but
pointed out that in some areas there was insufiigiformation. The Rapporteur noted that a
particular area of obscurity was the use of thengéiethnic group,” “tribe,” and “nomadic
communities;” Members pointed out that the report referred tibat peoples” and wanted to
know if they were deemed indigenous in line witl®lterminology, also asking specifically who
they considered to be indigenous.

Regardless of the terminology used, the discussamfocused on theomadic peoples of Iran
The State report highlighted actions taken to ‘“iower the living standards of nomadic
communities,” which primarily included allocatingirfds to settle nomadic groups and make
them sedentary®® Members wanted to know what sort of consideratiad been given to the
nomadic populations way of life and if nomadic greihad been consulted. Further they wanted
to know if the policy that was in place had beepepted by the people affected by it. The
Committee also requested more information on thtustof the economic and social rights of
nomadic people, particularly with regards to ediocatand health. It wanted to know about
educating nomadic peoplewith regard to their custom of moving about anKledsif teachers
traveled with the caravans.

The Iranian delegation did not differentiate theme touched on by the Committee, but only
addressed the definition of the word “tribe,” whithd not been defined by the Government. The
delegation did address the situation of the nomadigulation, however its answer was a bit
ambiguous. Iran said that these people were pemtdmt the government, had access to education
and healthcare, and could even vote, yet did rmtige the degree of detail CERD members had
requested.

The CERD paid particular attention to the statuswofmen in Iran, focusing ominority
women’s vulnerability to double discrimination, and the status of women’s equality A
member criticized the composition of the delegatiod used its lack of female representation as
evidence that equality had not been achieved incthentry. The Committee further inquired
about the equality of women and asked for Iranswion the concern of the international
community over its realization. Members inquireduattthe risk minority women faced of double
discrimination and how this applied to women inspris; overall they wanted to know what
measures were being taken against racial discrtininagainst women. Along these same lines,

% CERD/C/IRN/20 para. 16.



the members raised the urgent case of a young wavhanhad recently been condemned to
death by stoningfor committing adultery. A member pointed out thlatant discrimination in
treating men and women differently, while the otlieminded the Iranian delegation that
condemning someone to death for adultery was atieol of international law.

In the response by the delegation, Iran clamedvtbaten were equal and gave specific examples
of the jobs they possessed as evidence of thimclean continued by addressing the situation of
the young woman condemned for adultery by blantiegniedia for sensationalizing the situation
and constantly portraying Iran in a negative lighthe delegation said that the women had not
only been convicted of adultery, but had also ammiito participating in the murder of her
husband, but that no sentence had been deliveczdide the case was still under consideration.
Also due to the fact that the case was still umdaisideration, Iran claimed it was unable to make
further comments on the situation. Iran’s claim waet by clear disbelief, with a CERD member
assuring the delegation that the Committee didrelgt solely on the media for its information,
but critically looked at information provided toly numerous sources.

Other issues addressed were the harmonization BRBCand domestic law, the treatment of
foreign nationals under criminal law, citizenshiights, education in native language, and
measures in place to address complaints of distaitioin.

Concluding Observations

In its concluding observations on Iran, there wasreference to the nomad population or
indigenous people, however there was a generaksedat the State party include information
in its next report on the impact of programmes araegiving effect to the economic, social and
cultural rights of the population, as well as stittal data on progress in this regatd®
Regarding women, CERD recommended that tBtate party draw attention to its general
recommendation No. 25 (2000) on Gender-related daioes of racial discrimination and
recommends that the State party continue its sfforempower women and promote their rights,
paying particular attention to women belonging tmanities.”?’

% UN doc CERD/C/IRN/CO/18-19 para. 15.
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Morocco

On 16 and 17 August CERD considered the combinednseenth and eighteenth periodic
reports of MoroccoOmar Hilale, the Permanent Representative of Marowe the United
Nations Office at Geneva, presented the report ofddco where he gave the impression that
Morocco was a place where people were not distéfiguad based on their ethnic backgrounds, but
were simply “Moroccan.” Mr. Hilale said that Moraravas a “melting pot and crossroads
between Africa, Europe and the Arab world wheréediint communities, cultures and religions
coexisted and had forged a national culture overcénturies.” The Moroccan delegation used its
“one people, one country,” ideology to skirt quess throughout the entire dialogue with the
Committee, making it more or less futile.

Central Themes

The Committee had extreme difficulty in assessimg situation in Morocco due tolack of
disaggregated statistical information The majority of the dialogue was focused on CERD
members airing their frustrations at the lack dbimation on the demographic composition of
the population and requesting statistics on sped&@ues. The Country Rapporteur stated that
given the fact that Morocco was made up of so nanfures and races the Committee would
have expected to see more statistical informatidre Rapporteur asked if there were socio-
economic indicators detailing the situation of @as minorities. The Committee asked about the
situation for non-Arabic speaking people, whereytlieed and what their economic, social and
cultural situation was. A member also mentioned ti@re were reports dssistance for
disadvantaged regionsbut did not understand who lived in these regioesause there was no
statistical data. Another stressed the importarideaing statistical data when asking abthé

life expectancy and child mortality ratesof different ethnic groups.

The probes into the demographic composition ofcitwentry were met by the delegations “one
people, one country” response, claiming that a ‘ddoan was a Moroccan” and therefore they
would not disaggregate data. Morocco instead idighhat the country did not have ethnicities
but diversity based on the origin of the populatidr. Hilale used an analogy comparing the
people of Morocco to a piano; the people of Morowsere black and white, like the keys on a
piano, it did not matter what their ethnicity wamit they all worked together. The Committee
pointed out that the weakness in Morocco’s argumer® two-fold. Firstly it pointed out that by
using people’s country of origin, it assumed tHapaople coming from the same country were
from the same group. Therefore there could be dadtion into the composition within the
country, and no way to measure progress or harmordirect reference to the piano analogy, the
Country Rapporteur stated, “without monitoring e&ely, how do you know when one is out of
tune.”

A member reminded the delegation that in the CERItrthe equal treatment in unequal
circumstances amounts to discrimination. Anothemimgr pointed out that discrimination can
arise from history and not only policies, so stat# data was needed regardless of Moroccan
policies. Members repeatedly attempted to getssitzgi from Morocco stressing their importance
in evaluating the situation in the country, butadlthe Committees efforts were to no avail.

The Committee also repeatedly touched on the grdlaix of immigrants and refugees into
Morocco due to the country’s location, but the peayf greatest weight in the dialogue were an
indigenous population of Northern Africa, theAmazigh people. In the State report and
presentation there were numerous measures incltititdhad been taken to integrate the



Amazighs, while protecting and promoting their otdt and language. Members asked for
updates on the measures, noting that the reporfdeaded on long-term prospects, but had failed
to detail the current situation. The Committee vpasticularly concerned that the Amazigh
language was still not available in adult educatiod added that it was also not used in primary
schools, high schools, state bodies, or hospiRégjarding the language of the Amazigh, a
member referred to information that they preferaeRoman or Latin kind of language; but that
currently an alphabet was being made for themulaatbased on neither. Further, the Committee
was concerned about level of consultation withAheazigh people when measures were being
taken that would affect them, and how they weresatiad.

An issue of much contention concerning the Amazigbple was the refusal of the registry in

Morocco to register children’s names. The Commitiiged a specific case in 2006 where a child
was given the name “Cifa,” but the registry refuse@ccept it. A member said that according to
the state report they were liberal in recogniziagnas, but that NGOs had given them different
information. Members further asked if there wastfbr acceptable names for Amazigh people,
and for Arab people, hinting at the discriminatibiat could be therein, in the case one would
exist for one group and not the other. They alsestianed the logic behind the necessity of
names having to be approved by the authority anstedato hear the delegations stance on this
issue.

In response to the Amazigh situation, Morocco sajain that the country did not have ethnicities,
they were a single people and that the questioth®fAmazigh should not be based on the
ethnicity of an indigenous population. Mr. Hilalefarmed the Committee that the Amazigh
spoke three languages and not just one and thastiwaild “bear in mind” the complexity of the
situation. The question of consultations with theakigh on measures that would affect them
was not directly answered; instead this was blenmatedthe answer of how the Amazigh alphabet
was adopted, where UNESCO, experts and “otherdsi'af civil society were consulted. On the
matter of names, the delegation said that people ree to choose the first name of their
children, and that there had been earlier issues,simce the Ministry of the Interior had
published a circular explaining the law that retgedathe choice of first names, there had only
been 95 refusals out of millions of registered nanide main point in choosing a name was that
they had to be “Moroccan” in character so as notuaedermine public order.” There was
confusion surrounding this answer and a membeispdcethe issue in an attempt to understand
the meaning of “Moroccan character.” The member tadrto know what would happen if
someone wanted to name their child a popular naome &nother country, and felt that unclear
criteria could lead to unnecessary conflict. Thiegation answered with its “one country, one
people” ideology to define the Moroccan character.

Other issues discussed were attaining citizensh@treatment of immigrants and xenophobia,
and equal access to justice especially by minaritie
Concluding Observations

Currently the concluding observations have onlynbegeased in Frendf.

% Can be found at http://wwwz2.ohchr.org/english/lesttierd/cerds77.htm



Slovenia

CERD considered the combined sixth and seventlogierieports of the Republic of Slovenia on
12 and 13 August 2010. Ms Smiljana Knez, Ministemipotentiary and Head of Human Rights
Department at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, peaeted the state report on behalf of Slovenia.
She was accompanied by a numerous delegation oféseqtatives from various ministries,
governmental institutes and offices as well aspggnanent mission of the Republic of Slovenia
to UNOG. In her oral presentation of the reporg phinted out the importance Slovenia places
on human rights education and training and expthstate measures in this field. She was also
eager to present the achievements made in prajetttenmost vulnerable groups in the country,
notably the Roma community and the so-called “ergmople”. Throughout the dialogue many
Committee members stressed the exemplary natui®losenia as being the first democracy
established in the Balkans and the wealthiest cplntthe region. They inferred from this that
Slovenia should take a leading role in the fieldhofman rights, particularly in combating racism
and discrimination.

Central Themes

The situation ofethnic minorities was one of the main issues attracting the Comenitte
attention, with several members expressing the nipeehensibility of the fact that only
Hungarian, ltalian and Roma minorities were recpgdi asnational minorities under the
Slovenian constitution. This seemed particularhyd dzkcause these groups were smaller in
number than many other ethnic minorities in Slomefdihe Committee clarified that affirmative
measures were not supposed to lead to the nededenent of other groups. Members asked
why the Italian and Hungarian minorities were éaditto adouble right to vote and how this
double voting right worked in practice. Due to Sinia’s narrow recognition of minorities, they
also asked whether thenguages of minoritieswho were not recognized was taught in schools.

Ms. Erika Rustja of the Ministry for Education a8gort informed the Committee that the State
had concluded bilateral agreements with the coemwf origin of various minorities in order to
promote education in their respective languagestlaaidthey were available as optional subjects
in school. The delegation claimed that the Hungagad Italian minorities enjoyed a special
status due to historical reasons. The Committemnméd the delegation that CERD did not hold
history as a justification for discrimination.

An ethnic minority of particular interest was tiRoma, with the Committee placing heavy
emphasis on their lack of propeducation Members asked: whether there were a dictionary or
grammar rules for thRoma languageif it were possible to produce textbooks in tHairguage;
and whether the Roma language was an optional gulifeschool. The Committee was also
interested to hear about the model schools, dedigmepromote education of Roma pupils,
especially because suchodel schoolshad led to segregation rather than integrationotiver
countries. They further wanted to know if the Rotoanmunity was being consulted on ways to
improve their situation and wanted a general syisop$ their overall living conditions and
characteristic professions.

The Slovenian delegation answered that there waaieus measures (partially funded by the EU)
to promote the education of Roma, these includedlacship programs and model schools. Ms.
Knes cited an evaluation report that showed inntloelel schools Roma results were better and
that children attended school more regularly whenoléed in them. She continued by informing

the Committee that there were also programs foistandardization of the Roma language, but



the position of the Roma community on the produgedmmar rules and dictionary was
inconsistent. Due to this lack of clarity there hamt yet been any programs on teaching the
language. Mr. Baluh, Director of the Governmenticafffor National Minorities, described the
Roma community as the most vulnerable group beciwsas most exposed to discrimination.
The state identified their living conditions aneithaccess to employment, education and health
care as major problems and the priority areas fgorovement. It confirmed that the Roma
community was consulted and that a working group been established, to work closely with
the Roma community in order to prepare a new agtian for 2010 to 2015.

The Committee expressed its deep concern abougitimetion of theé'erased people,” namely
persons from the former republic of Yugoslavia whegatus had not yet been determined. The
country Rapporteur referred to NGO reports thaedtéhese erased people hiadted access to
housing and employment Other members asked: whether they were siatelessand if so,
what was done to overcome their statelessnesswaether they were able teclaim their
rights, especially concerning housing, lost becauseagthsure.

On behalf of the state delegation Mr. Janc expththat after Slovenia’s independence, citizens
of the former Yugoslavia were given the opportundyobtain Slovenian citizenship under very
favorable conditions. Those who did not apply ftizenship then became aliens and were erased
from the permanent citizens list. However, thell képt their original citizenship of one of the
other republics so that they did not become stsdelde further clarified that these erased persons
were now able to obtain permanent residence pemittsretroactive application to the date of
their erasure, and could also now claim reparatif@nsviolations of their rights before any
Slovenian court.

Further questions related thate speech and holocaust denialand problems of the
interpretation oflata on ethnic composition

Concluding Observations

In its concluding observations, the Committee rev@mded that Sloveniaehsure that special
measures in favour of Roma, in the fields of edowathousing, health and employment, are
designed and implemented on the basis of needihandheir implementation is monitored and
their effectiveness is regularly assess€dConcerning Roma children the State party was urged
to “take all necessary measures to eradicate completbe practice of segregating Roma
children in the school system and ensure that émgy equal opportunities in access to quality
education at all levels® With a view to minorities not afforded a specittss under the
constitution, the Committee recommended the Reputili Slovenia to protect therfin the
exercise of their political rights without discrin@tion, and to take measures to ensure that all
groups of minorities are represented in Parliamantl in regional elected bodieé™t further
expressed its remaining concéat the situation of the non-Slovenes from formegdslavia ...
whose legal status remains unresolveatid who are therefore facing difficulties in terms of
access to social and economic rights, such as actedealthcare services, social security,
education and employmerit>”
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Romania

On 9 and 10 August CERD considered the combinettesixh through nineteenth periodic
reports of Romania. Mr. Csaba Ferenc Asztalos,idrasof the National Council for Combating
Discrimination of Romania, delivered the oral prgaton of the state report, where he focused
heavily on elaborating on the compléegal framework created on non-discrimination and
equality, and explaining the various bodies esshkli to ensure the rights of peopl@ther
members of the delegation assisted on providingenmdormation in the areas of the judiciary,
education, health, housing and other sectors.

Central Themes

The most pressing issue of the dialogue was thénteed marginalization of the Roma. The
Country Rapporteur was very thorough in the opestagement to the delegation and made the
first inquiry into the situation of the Roma. Thagporteur stated that the report was very frank
in addressing the National Strategy for the Rornaalso requested information on the results of
this Strategy. The Rapporteur asked for furthesrimfation on the use of tiRoma languagein
public administration, courts, and in the media tmpact of the National Strategy on public
health; the results of measures taken to combaggation in schools; access by Roma to public
places; and what measures were being taken to ¢amtial profiling and abuse by police and
public officials.

The Romanian delegation did not address all oRhpporteur’s concerns, but affirmed that the
Roma situation was one of the countries most “ingdrchallenges,” with most documented
discrimination happening against members of thiswroanity. The delegation said that the
National Agency for Roma had been established tiate, carry out and promote sectoral
programmes and actions to improve the conditiothefRoma community. The programmes and
actions focused largely on increasing levels ofcatlan and employment opportunities for the
Roma®* Regarding access to public places, the delegatdmh that there had been cases where
Roma were denied entry into clubs and public pdalg,that these instances had already been
sanctioned. The delegation also admitted that thene not always translators available who
spoke the Roma language in places like civil counts that the Roma were always allowed to
use their other tongue, as a solution the delegaiiid they needed to train more translators in
more languages.

Members expressed their dismay at the Governmaatgion to stopwidespread use of hate
speechin all levels of society, exemplified the gravifthe situation by sharing a recent incident
where a member of the foreign office spoke of thmlbgical propensity of the Roma towards
criminality.” and emphasized that Romanians wehaamd because they felt that the Roma were
giving them a bad name in other European countgesg so far as to request that they change
their name to prevent confusion between the peoplesember made a comparison of the use of
hate speech in starting the Rwandan genocide hétlctirrent situation in Romania, where there
was much talk about how to “get rid of the Romadgood.”

% The organs mentioned included: the National CddariCombating Discrimination, the National
Agency for the Roma, the People’s Advocate, the @dtae on National Minorities, the National
Audiovisual Council of Romania, the office of thembudsman, and the Department for Interethnic
Relations.

34 The delegation spoke at great length about thatin of the Roma to ensure the Committee that
everything possible was being done improve thesidn, however this picture contradicted the
information presented by NGOs in the lunchtimefingebefore the review



The key issue in the Roma debate was revealed thebpoor public perception of the people.
Committee members asked for an explanation of ¢hsans behind the negative perception of
Roma and about measures taken to change this tiercephey illustrated the poor public
perception of the Roma by telling incidences wrargloyment ads were placed on the Internet
explicitly stating Roma’s could not apply and peithtout that Romania had not committed to the
additional protocol on cyber hate.A member stated that this situation was a clear #gigt the
socialization of racism as being unacceptable lwadsunk in” for the people in Romania.

The Romanian delegation informed the Committee tthatoptional protocol on cyber hate had
been ratified. Regarding the discriminatory emplewpirads, they were only found on the Internet
and sanctions had been applied to those resporisibteem. The delegation acknowledged the
problem of wide spread hate speech, but did nohgeehave a solution. They did seem to think
that affirmative action measures could help conthatnegative perception of Roma, but stated
that one had to go beyond political correctnessxain its meaning because misunderstandings
here could lead to perpetuating negative perceptibthe Roma community.

Discrimination based on decent was widely foundulghout theeducation systemwith reports

of segregationand limited access to schools in languages otteer Romanian. Members noted
the problem of de facto discrimination in schoatsl anass reports of segregation, pointing out
that the segregation in schools was a two-prongadt®n of people not wanting their children
mixing with the Roma, and also Roma parents nottiwgriheir kids to integrate. They asked if
textbooks were being screened to ensure that racglidices were not being included and
stressed the importance of education in promotitegdnce.

A member asked about the situation of thengarian minority , specifically in Szekerland,
whose language had been given inferior status tndR@n. He was concerned about insufficient
economic development in the region, and discrinmmatn funding the Hungarian University.
Another member also expressed concern over thatisituand asked for ‘additional comments’
regarding complaints from the Hungarian academae$p on the lack of autonomy and self-
management existing at the University level and lthesl of access to attend University in
Hungariart® The delegation assured the Committee that in aafsssgregation all of the reported
cases had been punished and that the Ministry ofc&tbn had prepared all the necessary
regulations. Further it was said that all minogrpups, of which Romania recognizes 20, were
said to have their right to equal access protecieder the constitution and by the Law of
Education. The delegation said that all minoritiesl access to education in their mother tongue
and that laws were in place to combat discrimimativaccess to higher educatin.

Other issues of concern included the impact oett@omic crisis on the most vulnerable groups,
how the autonomy of the National Council for ConigtDiscrimination and other anti-
discrimination bodies was guaranteed, the statddraatment of stateless persons as opposed to
foreigners, and the effectiveness of institutiomsl degislation established to combat racial
discrimination.

Concluding Observations
The concluding observations are currently only labde in French’

% NGOs reported that there is only one Hungariarvensity and one other University with a Hungarian
sector but with limited faculties.

% This was also contradictory to the informationserted by NGOs
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Uzbekistan

CERD considered the combined 6th and 7th pericelonts of Uzbekistan on 5 and 6 August
2010. The delegation was led by Dr. Akmal Saidowe@or of the Human Rights Centre, and
supported by representatives from different mirgsirthe Supreme Court and the Republican
International Cultural Centre. In the delegationdsal report, Mr. Saidov highlighted
Uzbekistans’s firm belief in promoting and protagtihuman rights. Although he affirmed that
the State faced serious challenges due to the goesees of the financial crisis on vulnerable
groups, he assured the Committee that measuresheierg adopted to help the affected groups.

Central Themes

The Country Rapporteur began by requesting infdomain financial support provided &shnic
minorities by the State, and also wanted to know whether ritie® were represented in youth
organizations. The Committee was also interesteddrRepublic of Karakalpakstan and whether
it constituted an autonomous region. It urged thleghtion to provide data on the State’s ethnic
composition as opposed to the list of regional fepans it had provided. Members further asked
about the percentage of people from ethnic miremigmployed in the public sector. A member
asserted that the state of social harmony in Usbakiwas said to be the result of charity from
the side of the Uzbek people, vis-a-vis ethnic mities, and further questioned whether this
meant that Uzbek people did not regard minoritedaing equal, stating that without equality
before the law there would always be incidentsisrimination. Another member commented
on the fact that the report alleged ethnic cordlict be of a local nature and stressed that there
had to be preventive measures put in place to amjdspreading of discrimination.

The delegation informed the Committee that there avavhole variety of organizations for ethnic

minorities with their range of activities being ydrroad. The republic of Karakalpakstan was
said to be a sovereign republic with its own cdunstin, citizenship and parliament, which even

enjoyed the right to secede from Uzbekistan undier Wzbek constitution. The delegation

declared that the data collection system had beeiewed and improved in order to provide

more satisfactory data to the Committee in theréutlt stated that although Uzbekistan had a
long tradition of ethnic harmony a legal framewbdd to be in place for it to prevail.

Due to the largeRoma population living in Uzbekistan, with an estimat&60.000 peopl&
members asked how the Roma were called in Uzbeki€§&RD members wanted to know
whether that name had been deliberately chosernday tor had come from other parties and
carried any negative connotations. They also ieguiabout Roma children’s low results in
secondary level education, and wanted to knowehsans behind their attendance to secondary
school not seeming to be mandatory. A member askgdRoma lacked self-identification and
wished to be informed about the survey on them raken by the State. Another member
commented on the extremely positive results ofdleey, which was not congruent with the
reported lack of education of the Roma populataomg asked if any Roma had been consulted in
its drafting phase.

In response to the questions addressing the Romagelegation informed the Committee that the
Uzbek expression for Roma was Lyuli and was noonagive. It was unclear to the delegation
why the majority of Roma did not want to be iddetif and they assumed that many declared

3 According to the delegation of Uzbekistan.



themselves as Uzbek or Tajik. In general, the sdnawas said to be totally different than in
Europe as the Roma were settled and well integratedociety.

Several Committee members criticized the lack af depresentation affomen in the public
sector and in parliament. They expressed concefmeatth care issues, especially regarding the
ability of women, without the necessary languagtiti#s, to give consent to treatments, e.g.
sterilization, and also asked for more detailecbrimiation on the number of women from
minority groups with access to education. The ditleg stated that the percentage of women in
parliament was currently 15 %, but that this numisas constantly growing due to a quota
established by the government.

Other topics addressed in the interactive dialdgp€ommittee members included tlaek of
due implementation of the conventionthe situation ofrefugees,and the problems faced by
applicants for citizenship in Uzbekistan, many of them being stateless. Wihitee Committee
was concerned about the situation of statelessopgrand children, it was impressed by the
state’s initiative to accept and integrate over.Q00 refugees. However, it regarded it as
important to provide the necessary internationgblleramework, like ratifying the Refugee
Convention. Concerning the implementation of then@mtion, Committee members criticized
the lack of a definition for racial discriminatiothe unclear relationship between international
and domestic law, and the still questionable inddpace of some institutions.

Concluding observations

In its concluding observations on Uzbekistan, thiamittee urged the state party to provide more
information on the pParticipation of members of national and ethnic omities in State
institutions and other sectors and on the numbeyealple, including women of non-Uzbek ethnic
origin occupying positions of responsibility withime State party’s judiciary, administrative and
political institutions and private sectotd’ The Committee further recommendetdt the State
party include detailed information in its next repon the situation of Roma, in particular on
measures to address the education levels of Roimahwappear to be considerably lower than
the nation’s averagg®

3% UN doc. CERD/C/UZB/CO/6-7 Para.10.
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